An adaptation conceptualization of anxiety reduction was postulated in 1970 by J. Foxman and R. Radtke. By cognitively rehearsing an expected negative task, anxiety is induced and the continued anxiety induction produces an adaptation of its effects not only for the specific stimulus rehearsed, but for all stimuli that induce anxiety. Two hundred and sixteen female college student Ss, half with high and half with low fear ratings of rats, were given one of three sets of instructions: (a) expected to touch the rat, (b) expected to eat caterpillars, (c) no expectation, and were also given one of three time intervals to think about the task (0,10, and 40 min.) before being given the choice of performing the aversive task (touching the rat) or a neutral one (performing a weight discrimination task). The dependent measures of choice and approach to the aversive task generally supported the hypotheses, while the ratings gave minimal support.
In recent years, the behavior therapies have become increasingly important in clinical psychology and have generated considerable research, especially Wolpe's (1958) desensitization therapy and Stampn's (Stampfl & Levis, 1967) implosive therapy. Wolpe's theoretical formulation assumes that counterconditioning is necessary for anxiety reduction and emphasizes muscular relaxation as a type of response antagonistic to anxiety. Stampfl, on the other hand, hypothesizes an extinction of anxiety. The commonality of the two techniques lies in the importance of repeated presentation of the aversive stimulus and gradual hierarchical increases in the intensity of the stimulus. A primary difference is that Wolpe begins with a low anxiety-evoking stimulus, increasing the intensity only when S is relaxed and nonanxious, while Stampfl begins with a high anxiety-evoking stimulus and increases the intensity when S is anxious in order to promote more anxiety. In addition, Wolpe has phobic ,S imagine only a single fear hierarchy, while Stampfl covers a wide range of stimuli that he assumes most persons fear. However, both claim high success rates (London, 1964) . Foxman and Radtke (1970) have postulated an adaptation conceptualization of anxiety re-duction deduced from experimental data independent of current work with desensitization and implosive therapy that seems appropriate to account for some of the findings and contradictions, empirical as well as theoretical, in the work with phobias. The adaptation hypothesis is threefold. First, the cognitive rehearsal of an expected negative task induces anxiety, and the continued anxiety induction produces an adaptation of its effect. Second, the more time allowed for anxiety induction and subsequent adaptation, the greater the probability of choosing to perform a negative task; that is, the decrease in anxiety follows a linear pattern. Third, adaptation of anxiety for a particular stimulus results in a generalization of anxiety reduction for other anxietyevoking stimuli; that is, any intervening ; activity which is anxiety inducing and has the potential for adapting anxiety can serve to decrease the anxiety associated with another aversive task. The intervening task need not be directly relevant to the anticipated negative task.
The adaptation of anxiety conceptualization is empirically based on studies by Aronson, Carlsmith, and Darley (1963) and Walster, Aronson, and Brown (1966) and receives support from a recent study by Foxman and Radtke (1970) . The three studies found that if S expects to undergo an aversive condition, he does not avoid it but chooses it. The present study was designed to elucidate the importance 39 of the negative expectancy of an aversive task, without regard to relaxation and/or hierarchies, on the choice, ratings, and approach to the expected task or on a different unexpected task. The 5s were selected by their fear ratings of rats and divided into two groups, that is, one high fear and the other low fear. The aversive task was to touch a laboratory rat. Three different time intervals (0, 10, and 40 min.) were used between instructions and choice of performing the aversive or a neutral (weight discrimination) task. The 5s received one of three sets of instructions: negative expectancy (NE) instructions-5s were told that they would have to touch a laboratory rat; or incorrect negative expectancy (INE) instructions-5s were told that they would have to eat roasted caterpillars; or free choice instructions (FC)-5s were simply given the choice.
For the following hypotheses and predictions formulated from an adaptation conceptualization of anxiety reduction, in each case the three dependent measures were approach to the aversive task (Measure 1), choice of the aversive task (Measure 2), and rating of the aversive task (Measure 3).
1. The cognitive rehearsal of an anxietyevoking task results in an adaptation of anxiety: (a) Low anxious 5s do not differ in the three time intervals and three expectancy conditions, (b) For high anxious 5s, delay intervals (10 min., 40 min.) result in significantly greater approach and choice scores and lower rating scores under negative expectancy conditions (NE, INE) as compared to FC conditions, while the 0-min. delay shows no significant differences between negative expectancy conditions (NE, INE) and FC conditions, (c) High and low anxious 5s differ significantly in all the FC conditions.
2. Adaptation follows a linear pattern with time: (a) For high anxious 5s, 40-> 10-> 0-min. intervals in the negative expectancy conditions (NE, INE) for the scores, but FC high anxious conditions do not differ over time.
(b) When the high and low anxious 5s are compared, for both the two negative expectancy conditions (NE, INE), the low anxious 5s score significantly higher at 0-min. delay. At 10 min., the differences are sizable, but not significant, and there are no differences at 40 min.
3. Adaptation of anxiety for one anxietyevoking task decreases anxiety for any other anxiety-evoking task: (a) For high anxious 5s in the NE and INE negative expectancy conditions, the scores are not significantly different from each other.
Thus, the low anxious 5s and the free choice data served for comparison purposes with the high anxious 5s and the changes that the latter 5s, in the NE and INE negative expectancy conditions, underwent. Low anxious 5s had little anxiety to adapt; therefore, the experimental manipulations were expected to have minimal effect on choice, rating, and approach to the aversive task. The 5s in the 0-min. delay negative expectancy conditions (NE, INE) were allowed no time interval between the negative expectancy instructions and the choice. Therefore, no adaptation could occur and one would not expect an increase in the choice of the unpleasant task and concomitant changes. The FC groups were given the choice of undergoing the aversive task with no expectancy instructions. They produced the base-line data against which the other groups could be compared. Though choice was not requested immediately for 5s in the FC delay conditions, 5s were expected to be preparing to perform the neutral task. Therefore, no anxiety was expected to be aroused and, consequently, no adaptation. The 0-min. delay FC condition also controlled for possible demand characteristics; that is, 5s might have felt that once they were given the negative expectancy instructions they were obligated to undergo the aversive task and really had no choice. If there were a difference between the 0-min. delay negative expectancy conditions (NE, INE) and the 0-min. delay FC condition, it could be inferred that it was a function of the demand characteristics induced by the negative expectancy.
Thus, the present experiment investigated the effect of the time interval between negative expectancy instructions and the choice of the specific task, the ratings of the aversive task, and the approach to the aversive task. The study also investigated a generalized adaptation of anxiety by assessing the effect of an INE on these measures of phobic behavior.
METHOD

Subjects and Design
All female students in the introductory psychology classes at Southern Illinois University were administered a modified version of the Fear Survey Schedule (FSS) by Geer (196S) . The Si-item FSS was modified so that it included the item "white laboratory rats," and was based on a 5-point scale rather than a 7-point scale. The points on the scale (1-5) were as follows: very much, much, some, little, and very little. Two hundred and sixteen 5s falling in either of the two extreme categories at each end of the dimension were randomly selected for the experiment.
A 2 X 3 X 3 design was used varying two levels of fear (high-low), three levels of time with 0, 10, and 40 min. between instructions and the choice of performing the aversive task of touching a white laboratory rat or performing the neutral task of a weight discrimination problem, and three levels of expectation. The three levels of expectation were as follows: (a) NE condition-5s were given the instructions that they would have to touch a laboratory rat. (b) INE condition--5s were given the instructions that they would have to eat roasted caterpillars, (c) FC condition-5s were simply asked to choose between the alternative tasks of touching a labroatroy rat or performing a neutral weight discrimination task.
Material and Procedure
When 5s signed up for the experiment, it was entitled "Measures of Motivation," in order to give no clues about the aversive tasks, and therefore, no time to prepare in advance. All 5s signed an informed consent statement at the outset of the experiment which informed them that they might leave the experiment at any time and still receive credit for it.
Initially, all groups were asked to perform a simple paired comparison weight discrimination task to give 5s some prior experience with the neutral task which later served as one of the choice alternatives. The 5s were seated at a table and presented with two piles of six weighted envelopes. For 5 in the FC and NE conditions, the rat was placed at the opposite end of the room from 5. For 5s in the INE conditions, the rat was not present. Instead, a plate of three caterpillars was placed before 5.
After the weight discrimination task, 5s received one of three types of instructions. Each is given below:
Now, for the second part of the experiment. [For the FC condition] In this part of the experiment, you have your choice of what you want to do. You can either touch a laboratory rat or do another weight discrimination task. [For the NE condition] Shortly, you will undergo the task of touching a laboratory rat. [For the INE condition] Shortly, you will undergo the task of eating roasted caterpillars.
After you do this, I will take a few physiological measures to see how you reacted. I am interested in learning about your emotions.
[To the 10-min. delay groups] Before you give me your decision, I must prepare the apparatus which will be used to measure certain physiological reactions. It will take about 10 min. to get things ready. [10-min. interval] [To the 40-min. delay groups] Before you give me your decision, I must prepare the apparatus which will be used to measure certain physiological reactions. I am sorry, but my equipment that I use to measure the physiological reactions is temporarily not working. If you would wait here about 40 min., we can continue the experiment then. [40-min. interval] Following the time intervals, 5s in the FC conditions were asked for their decision and the choice was recorded.
As E was shuffling through some papers, 5s in NE condition were told:
I made an error in assigning you to the experimental condition. I will leave it up to you whether you want to remain in the experimental condition where you touch the rat, or join the control condition where you will do another weight discrimination task. It makes no difference which group you choose to be in. Do you want to touch the rat or do the weight discrimination task? [The 5's choice was recorded.] As E was shuffling through some papers, 5s in the INE condition were told:
I made an error in assigning you to the caterpillar task. I will leave it up to you whether you want to be in the correct experimental condition where you touch the laboratory rat, or join the control condition where you will do another weight discrimination task. It makes no difference which group you choose to be in. Do you want to touch the rat or do the weight discrimination task? [The 5's choice was recorded.] After the decision to perform the aversive task or the neutral one, all 5s rated the laboratory rat on the original scale from the FSS. Following the choice and the rating, all 5s were given the opportunity to cross the room to the spot in which the rat was caged. If 5 said she would touch the rat, E said, "All right, approach the cage (pause). Open it (pause), and touch the rat." If 5 chose not to touch the rat, E said, "Just out of curiosity, even though you chose not to touch the rat, will you approach the cage (pause), open it (pause), and touch the rat?"
The approach-avoidance procedure was scored as follows: 1 point (12 ft. from the cage) to 13 points (0 ft.), 14 points (open cage), and 15 points (touches rat). Therefore, 5 might receive a score from 1 to 15. At the first refusal to continue, this part of the procedure was ended.
Then, all 5s filled out a questionnaire to ascertain what they might have been doing or thinking during the interval between the negative expectancy instructions and their decision, and to check on possible demand characteristics of the situation, that is, whether they thought they were really obligated to touch the rat even though they were told they didn't have to.
The 5s were given a thorough explanation of the experiment, and all attempts were made to relieve any uneasiness that might have been engendered by the experiment. When the experiment was over, 5s were requested to sign a form which stated that they were at no time coerced and that any anxiety had been adequately relieved by the E. Tested 5s were requested not to communicate the contents of the experiment to other students in order that the untested 5s remain naive.
RESULTS
A total of 633 5s were administered the FSS in order to obtain the required number of 108 high and 108 low fear 5s. Of the 633 5s, 120 rated the "rat" item on the FSS high fear while 303 5s rated it very low fear. The first 108 low fear 5s who signed up to participate in the experiment were used. Seventeen 5s were eliminated from the experiment and subsequently replaced: 10 INE 5s at the outset of the experiment for refusal to eat the caterpillars (4 low fear and 1 high fear in the 10-min. delay interval, 2 low fear and 3 high fear in the 40-min. delay interval); 4 high fear NE 5s at the outset of the experiment for refusal to touch the rat (2 5s in the 10-min delay interval and 2 5s in the 40-min delay interval); 1 high fear 5 had been desensitized to rats the previous weekend; 1 high and 1 low fear 5 ate a caterpillar before the time interval had passed (the high fear 5 was in the 40-min. delay interval and the low fear 5 was in the 10-min. delay interval).
The results will primarily be reported for the approach and choice measures. Although high and low fear conditions were always significantly different, the rating measure consistently showed no significant difference between expectancy conditions or over time. Therefore, unless specifically mentioned, the rating data can be assumed to have measured no significant changes. .1138, dj = 1, p < .05 and < .01, respectively. In addition, an insignificant chisquare was computed between NE combined with INE at 0-min. delay with FC (X 2 = .4444, df = 1). Thus, the choice data support the hypothesis that NE and INE 5s' scores are significantly greater than the FC 5s' scores at 10-and 40-min. delay intervals, but not at the 0-min. delay interval.
An analysis of variance of the rating scores resulted in a significant expectancy effect (F = 3.4566, df = 2/99, p < .05). Orthogonal contrasts supported the hypothesis that NE at 10 and 40 min. is greater than NE at 0 min. and FC conditions (F = 9.3715, df = 1/66, p < .01), but was not supported for INE condition.
The third hypothesis (3a) that high and low fear 5s would differ for all FC conditions was supported by both the approach and choice data. It is obvious from viewing Table 1 that the approach scores are greater for low fear 5s. Trying to evaluate the approach scores and recognizing the problems of heterogeneity of variance, an analysis of variance and an orthogonal contrast were calculated for FC 5s with high and low fear by time. Both the main effect of fear and the orthogonal contrast were significant (p < .01).
For the choice data, the chi-square of high and low fear 5s, pooled over time, resulted in a significant statistic (X 2 = 43.8601, df = 1, p < .01). To evaluate whether choice varied with time, a chi-square was computed for high and low fear conditions by time by choice and was found to be not significant (X 2 = 4.9790, df = 2, p > .10) and thus there were no differences attributed to time.
Hypothesis 16 states that for high anxious 5s, 40 > 10 > 0 for NE and INE conditions, but FC conditions do not differ over time. For the approach measure, individual analyses of variance were computed for NE, INE, and FC by the three time intervals. The NE condition was significant (F = 11.0258, df = 2/33, p < .01), while the INE and FC conditions were not (F < 1 for each). When orthogonal contrasts were made for NE at 0-versus 10-, 0-versus 40-, and 10-versus 40-min, delay intervals, F = 7.8039, df = 1/22, p < .02; and F = 8.8537, df = 1/22, p < .01 and < 1, respectively. Thus, the scores at 10 > 0, 40 > 0, but 10 = 40.
When NE and INE choice data are combined in the chi-square analysis, comparing 0-and 40-min. delay conditions with FC, the most powerful test of the hypothesis, a significant statistic resulted (x 2 = 10.5874, df = 1, p < .05). Comparing 0-and 40-min. delay there is a significant increase in choice of touching the rat with increased time. When comparisons were made with all three times, X 2 = 15.8571, df = 1, p < .01, giving additional support to the hypothesis. With INE and NE combined, 0-and 40-min. delay conditions were compared (X 2 = 5.4180, df = 1, p < .05). Comparing 0-and 40-min. delay conditions for FC, Fisher's exact probability test was used because of the expected frequency per cell; the results were insignificant, p -.1089. Further tests were calculated for INE at 0-versus 10-, 10-versus 40-, and 0-versus 40-min. delay conditions and revealed that all chi-square values were less than one. When the same calculations were made for NE, chisquare values were less than one for 0-versus 10-and 10-versus 40-and at 0-versus 40-min. delay conditions, X 2 = 4.01, df = 1, p < .05. Chi-square tests were computed with FC and NE, and FC and INE at the same tunes. The findings were that FC trends are not the same as NE at 10-versus 40-min. delay intervals (X 2 = 21.8654, dj = 1, p < .01) or between 0-versus 40-min. delay intervals (X 2 = 11.6000, df = 1, p < .01), but the same at 0 versus 10 (X 2 = 1.9098, df = 1, p> .10). Similar trends resulted for INE as compared to FC at 10-versus 40-and 0-versus 40-min. delay intervals (both X 2 = 5.7776, df = 1, p < .05), but no differences occurred between 0-versus 10-min. delay intervals (X 2 = .4444, df = 1). It was predicted that when high and low anxious 5s are compared for the negative expectancy conditions (NE, INE), the low anxious 6s would score significantly higher only in the 0-min. delay condition but not at the other times (Hypothesis 26). Since the cells to be used in an analysis of variance were not homogeneous, an analysis of variance was not appropriate. Simple inspection of Table 1 does support the hypothesis, at least for 5s' scores at NE 10-and 40-min. delay intervals, but most of the support will have to come from the choice data. When NE and INE conditions were separately compared between high and low fear 5s, at 0-min. delay intervals, X 2 = 4.1667 and 8.4000, df = 1, p < .05 and < .01, respectively. When high and low fear 5s for the INE condition were compared at 10-and 40-min. delay intervals, the statistics were not significant (x 2 = 2.6853, df = 1, p > .10; <1, respectively). When these comparisons were made for NE, the statistics were, again, not significant (X 2 = 1.6875 and .2222, respectively, df = 1). Thus, both high fear 5s in the INE and NE conditions at 10-and 40-min. delay intervals are not significantly different from the low fear 5s in the INE and NE conditions. Hypothesis Ic is that high anxious 5s in the NE and INE conditions do not differ. An analysis of variance of INE, NE by time found a significant time effect only (F = 5.1307, df = 2/66, p < .01). The NE and INE conditions were expected not to differ significantly at the different time intervals. Tukey (a) tests revealed no differences between INE and NE at the delay conditions as previously mentioned.
A chi-square between NE and INE combined over time was .9064, and at 0-, 10-, and 40-min. delay intervals was .2222, .1714, and .7111, respectively (df = 1 in each case).
Thus, the choice data also clearly support the hypothesis.
The postexperimental questionnaire responses of the 5s were similar for high and low fear 5s toward the caterpillar task, but were quite different toward the rat task as could be expected. Of the 17 5s in the high fear condition who answered that they thought they were supposed to touch the rat, 4 actually chose to touch the rat (1 in each INE 0-, 10-, and 40-min. delay condition; and 1 in NE 10-min. delay condition). Of the 11 5s in the low fear condition who answered affirmatively, 10 touched the rat (3 in INE 10-, 3 in INE 40-, 2 in NE 0-, 1 in NE 40-, and 1 in FC 40-min. delay conditions).
DISCUSSION
Each hypothesis will be taken in turn and the findings summarized. Hypothesis la, which predicted no differences among low fear 5s in the three time intervals and experimental conditions, was supported by the three dependent measures. Since low fear 5s defined by their verbal report are expected to have minimal fear, there is very little fear to adapt. Thus, the experimental manipulations would have had no effect on the low fear 5s.
High fear 5s, however, are expected to decrease fear of the rat if given time to think about an aversive task (Hypothesis 2a). This expectation was clearly demonstrated for 5s in the NE condition in that their scores at the 10-and 40-min. delay conditions were very similar to the scores of the low fear 5s in the NE conditions in terms of both approach and choice. In contrast, though the scores of 5s in the INE 10-and 40-min. delay conditions were not significantly different from those in the high fear NE 10-and 40-min. delay conditions, they were also not significantly different from the INE 0-min. delay and FC conditions. When the choice data for NE and INE conditions at 10-and 40-min. delay intervals were compared with FC, the results clearly supported the hypothesis. With regard to the third dependent measure, it was found that the only significant changes occurred for NE 5s at these intervals. Thus, the hypothesis was clearly supported in the NE condition by all the dependent measures, but only the choice measure supported the INE condition.
Since 5s in the FC conditions were assumed to have reached a decision immediately when given the choice between the tasks, no rehearsal was expected to occur and therefore no adaptation of anxiety (Hypothesis 3a), so that differences were expected between high and low fear Ss' scores. This expectation was clearly supported on all the dependent measures.
The second primary hypothesis of the adaptation conceptualization is that adaptation follows a linear pattern. Thus, for high anxious 5s, 40 > 10 > 0 for the NE and INE conditions while the FC condition remains the same (Hypothesis 16). For NE, 10 > 0 for both approach and choice, but the 40-min. delay condition was not significantly greater than the 10-min. delay condition. For 5s' scores in the INE condition, there were no significant differences between times on approach or choice. It is interesting to note that while INE conditions did not differ over time, INE 5s' choice behavior followed a different trend than FC 5s' with a small increase for the former over time and a small decrease for the latter.
When high and low fear 5s in the NE and INE conditions were compared, the low fear 5s' scores were expected to be higher only at 0-min. delay (Hypothesis 26). Since the approach measure could not be analyzed statistically because of the heterogeneity of variance, the perusal of Table 1 and especially the choice measure provides the major support for this hypothesis. For NE and INE, no differences existed between the high and low fear 5s at 10-and 40-min. delay intervals, but did at 0-min. delay interval. Thus, Hypothesis 2b received support by the choice measure for NE and INE.
The third part of the adaptation conceptualization is that a decrease in anxiety for one task decreases anxiety for any other task, and hence it was predicted that NE and INE conditions would not differ from each other. The hypothesis was supported for all the dependent measures. However, 5s' scores in the NE conditions were greater, though not statistically, than the INE 5s' scores.
From the questionnaire data, demand characteristics seemed to have played little part in the experiment for the high fear 5s. Of the 17 high fear 5s who said that they thought they were supposed to touch the rat, only 4 did. On the other hand, 10 of 11 of the low fear 5s who said they thought they were supposed to touch the rat did touch the rat. Thus, it is possible that demand characteristics could have played a part for low fear 5s. It may be that if 5 had low fear, she attempted to do what E wished; however, if she had high fear, the demand characteristics of the situation were not great enough to ininfluence 5 to challenge her fear.
Though the results were supportive of an adaptation conceptualization, it is not the only explanation. It could be argued that during the interval, 5 might reevaluate the stimulus; that is, he might say to himself that the rat is not really harmful or it would not be part of the experiment. If this were the case, the rating scores would have been lower unless it was too insensitive to the change. If reevaluation were the only factor, however, the FC delay 5s would also have reevaluated the stimulus and more 5s should have chosen to touch the rat, but in fact the choice decreased with time. Thus, the expectancy of having to perform the task and the time interval that follows seem to be necessary for the behavioral changes to occur.
Stampfl might suggest that the results support the fear extinction model, and Wolpe might argue that the reduction would have been facilitated if relaxation were used. However, as opposed to these models, the real stimulus is only presented once and assumed to be represented cognitively. Second, whether the imagined response is followed by an imagined aversive stimulus or by any reinforcement, the reduction of the phobia is expected. According to the questionnaire, most of the high fear 5s in all conditions anticipated negative consequences, but this did not differentiate their behavior. This is contrary to extinction. However, this part of the experiment is based on verbal feedback and further research is needed. Third, the reduction of fear to other stimuli is only partially based on stimulus generalization. Rats, caterpillars, and electric shock are linked not by similarity, but by the dimension of fear. Each of these stimuli elicit a fear response, and the reduction of fear for shock decreased the fear of eating caterpillars (Foxman & Radtke, 1970) and, as predicted, a decrease in the fear of caterpillars was expected to decrease the fear of rats in the present study. Additional study is needed to clarify the exact process that results in the reduction of the fear.
